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DECISION DOCUMENT FOR THE APPROVAL OF OHIO’S SUBMISSION
OF THE STATE’S INTEGRATED REPORT WITH RESPECT TO SECTION
303(d) OF THE CLEAN WATER ACT (CATEGORY 5 WATERS)

U.S. EPA has conducted a complete review of Ohio’s 2010 Section 303(d) list and supporting
documentation and information, and based upon this review U.S. EPA has determined that
Ohio’s list of assessment units (AU’s) still requiring total maximum daily loads (TMDLs) meets
the requirements of Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act (CWA or Act), and U.S. EPA’s
implementing regulations. Therefore, U.S. EPA hereby approves Ohio’s 2010 Section 303(d)
hist. Ohio’s list of AUs still requiring TMDLs appears in Category 5 of the Ohio 2010 Integrated
Water Quality Monitoring and Assessment Report (2010 Integrated Report or 2010 IR), and U.S.
EPA’s approval extends only to the AUs in Category 5 of the Integrated Report. The statutory
and regulatory requirements, and U.S. EPA’s review of Ohio’s compliance with each
requirement, are described in detail below.

I. Statutory and Regulatory Background

Identification of Water Quality Limited Seements (WQLSs) for Inclusion on Section 303(d)
List

Section 303(d)(1) of the Act directs states to identify those waters within its jurisdiction for
which effluent limitations required by Section 301(b)(1)(A) and (B) are not stringent enough to
implement any applicable water quality standards, and to establish a priority ranking for such
waters, taking into account the severity of the pollution and the uses to be made of such waters.
The Section 303(d) listing requirement applies to waters impaired by point and/or nonpoint
sources, pursuant to U.S. EPA’s long-standing interpretation of Section 303(d).

U.S. EPA regulations provide that states do not need to list waters where the following controls
are adequate to implement applicable standards: (1) technology-based effluent limitations
required by the Act; (2) more stringent effluent limitations required by state or local authority;
and (3) other pollution control requirement required by state, local, or federal authority, as found
in 40 C.F.R. §130.7(b)(1).

Consideration of Existing and Readily Available Water Quality-Related Data and
Information

In developing Section 303(d) lists, states are required to assemble and evaluate all existing and
readily available water quality-related data and information, including, at a minimum,
consideration of existing and readily available data and information about the following
categories of water: (1) waters identified as partially meeting or not meeting designated uses, or
as threatened, in the state’s most recent Section 305(b) report; (2) waters for which dilution
calculations or predictive models indicate nonattainment of applicable standards; (3) waters for



U.5. EPA Decision Document for Approval Page 2
Ohio’s 2010 303(d) List (Category 5 of the Integrated Report) g of 24

May 2010

which water quality problems have been reported by government agencies, members of the
public, or academic institutions; and (4) waters identified by the states as impaired or threatened
in a nonpoint assessment submitted to U.S. EPA under Section 319 of the Act (40 CF.R.
§130.7(b)(5)). In addition to these minimum categories, states are required to consider any other
data and information that is existing and readily available. U.S. EPA’s 1991 Guidance for Water
Quality-Based Decisions (1991 Guidance), describes categories of water quality-related data and
information that may be existing and readily available. While states are required to evaluate all
existing and readily available water quality-related data and information, states may decide to
rely or not rely on particular data or information in determining whether to list particular waters.

In addition to requiring states to assemble and evaluate all existing and readily available water
quality-related data and information, U.S. EPA regulations require states to include as part of
their submissions to U.S. EPA documentation to support decisions to rely or not rely on
particular data and information and decisions to list or not list waters. 40 C.F.R. §130.7(b)(6)
states that such documentation needs to include, at a minimum, the following information: (1) a
description of the methodology used to develop the list; (2) a description of the data and
information used to identify waters; (3) a rationale for any decision to not use any existing and
readily available data and information; and (4) any other reasonable information required by the

Region.

Priority Ranking

U.S. EPA regulations also clarify and interpret the requirements in Section 303(d)(1)}(A) of the
Act that states establish a priority ranking for listed waters. 40 C.F.R. §130.7(b)(4) requires
states to prioritize waters on their Section 303(d) lists for TMDL development, and also to
tdentify those AUSs targeted for TMDL development in the next two years. In prioritizing and
targeting waters, states must, at a minimum take into account the severity of the pollution and the
uses to be made of such waters and shall identify the pollutants causing or expected to cause
violations of the applicable water quality standards. As long as these factors are taken into
account, states have discretion in prioritizing waters for TMDL development. States may
congsider other factors relevant to prioritizing waters for TMDL development, including
immediate programmatic needs, vulnerability of particular waters as aquatic habitats,
recreational, economic and aesthetic importance of particular waters, degree of public inferest
and support, and state or national policies and priorities found in 57 Fed. Reg. 334040, 33045
(July 24, 1992}, and U.S. EPA’s 1991 Guidance.

- Identification of Waters and Consideration of Existing and Readily Available Water
Quality-Related Data and Information

The Ohio 303(d) list of prioritized impaired waters (i.e., Category 5 of the 2010 Integrated
Report) is contained in Section 14 of the 2010 Integrated Report, and is in compliance with
Section 303(d) of the Act and 40 C.F.R. §130.7. U.S. EPA has reviewed Ohio’s description of
the data and information it considered, its methodology for identifying waters, and considered
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any other relevant information including information the State submitted to U.S. EPA in
response to requests for additional information. U.S. EPA concludes that the State of Ohio
properly assembled and evaluated all existing and readily available data and information,
including data and information relating to the categories of waters specified in 40 C.F.R. §
130.7(b)(5).

U.S. EPA has also determined that the State properly listed waters with nonpoint sources causing
or expected to cause impairment, consistent with Section 303(d) of the Act and U.S. EPA
guidance. Section 303(d) lists are to include all water quality limited segments (WQLSs) still
needing TMDLs, regardless of whether the source of the impairment is a point and/or nonpoint
source. U.S, EPA’s long-standing interpretation is that Section 303(d) applies to waters
impacted by peint and/or nonpoint sources. In Pronsolino v. Marcus, the Ninth Circuit Court of
Appeals held that Section 303(d) of the CWA authorizes U.S. EPA to identify and establish total
maximum daily loads for waters impaired by nonpoint sources.’

In 2003, Ohio passed a credible data law (ORC 6111.50 to 6111.56), that establishes
requirements for the use of external data. That law requires the Director of Ohio EPA to adopt
rules that would, among other things, require that data be collected by a qualified data collector
and be compliant with the specifications of “Level 3 credible data,” in order to be used for listing
waters under Section 303(d). Those rules, effective March 24, 2006, are located at Chapter
3745-4 of the Ohio Administrative Code (OAC). Within Section D5.1 of the 2010 Integrated
Report is the memorandum dated July 22, 2009, sent by Ohio to solicit Level 3 data from
external sources and all Level 3 Qualified Data Collectors (QDC). Besides Ohio EPA’s own
data, external sources include State and County health departments, universities, US Geological
Survey, Northeast Ohio Regional Sewer District (NEORSD), permittees, compliance databases,
and atrazine registrants. The data collectors either received intensive training and certification
from Ohio EPA to become QDC, or the entities have submitted data in the past.

As part of its ongoing monitoring and assessment program, the State developed a five-year
rotating basin plan that divides the State into 25 areas each comprised of a group of subbasins
within major river basins. Ohio EPA estimates that under the current funding levels monitoring
takes more than 10 years to complete throughout the State. After the State completes the
monitoring in one of the assessment areas, it collects the data and assesses the biological,
chemical, and physical condition of the AU.

The Ohio River data collection is through the Chio River Sanitation Commission (ORSANCO),
The Commission was established in 1948 and operates programs to improve water quality
(through wastewater discharge standards, biological assessments, monitoring chemical and

"Pronsolino et al. v. Nastri et. al., 291 F. 3d 1123 (9" Cir, 2002); see also U.S. EPA’s
1991 Guidance; and National Clarifying Guidance for 1998 Section 303(d) Lists, August 27,
1997.
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physical properties), coordinates emergency response for spills or accidental discharges, and
promotes public participation in volunteer programs. Ohio defers to ORSANCQ’s analysis and
listing of impaired Chio River segments and is discussed in greater detail later in this document.

11. Analysis of Ohio’s Submission

Listing Methodology and Reporting

U.S. EPA issued guidance for integrating the development and submission of 2002 Section
305(b) water quality reports and Section 303(d) lists of impaired waters in U.S. EPA’s 2002
Integrated Water Quality Monitoring and Assessment Report Guidance, November 19, 2001
(2001 Guidance). The 2001 Guidance was superseded by U.S. EPA’s Guidance for 2004
Assessment, Listing and Reporting Requirements Pursuant to Sections 303(d) and 305(b) of the
Clean Water Act, July 21, 2003 (2003 Guidance). The 2003 Guidance recommends that states
develop an integrated report of the quality of their waters by placing all waters into one of five
assessment categories. On August 12, 2005, the 2006 Integrated Report Guidance (2006 IRG)
became available (USEPA 2005). Ohio followed the approach set out in the 2006 IRG. Ina
memorandum dated October 12, 2006, from the Office of Wetlands, Oceans, and Watersheds, all
Regions were instructed to follow the 2006 IRG in preparing the 2008 IR. In addition to the
2006 memorandum there was supplemental guidance in 2008, and a memorandum dated May 3,
2009, Information Concerning 2010 Clean Water Act Sections 303(d), 305(b), and 314
Integrated Reporting and Listing Decisions. These memorandums and guidance were also
available for the preparation and review of Ohio’s 2010 Integrated Report. The waterbodies in
Category 5, Section L4 of the 2010 Integrated Report, constitute the State’s Section 303(d) Iist.

Significant changes were made to some elements of the listing framework, resulting in changes
to the listing. There are significant changes to the 2010 list compared to the 2008 list for several
reasons. Details may be found in many sections of the 2010 Integrated Report, and are
summarized in Section A of the 2010 Integrated Report, but several key modifications are
highlighted and discussed by Section below. The most significant overall changes are due to the
resizing of the watersheds, listing by designated use rather than assessment unit, individual use
methodology changes (recreation and human health), and the addition of new data from 2007
arid 2008. ‘

e Section A:

o List Category definitions - The five assessment categories are described in the 2001
Guidance, and shown below in Table A-1 from Section A of the Ohio 2010 IR. Ohio
has added subcategories to further clarify the listing. For example, when OEPA has
retained a category from the 2008 IR with no re-analysis, “x” is added after the
category. Analysis with an “h” indicates historical data were used. (Table A-1 on the
following page). Use of historical data occurs when, for example, the most recent data
are too old according to the methodology, but the AU remains on the list because it
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was previously listed and a TMDL has not been completed (i.e., the data may be old
but there is no basis for delisting).

o Comparison of reporting methodology detail map (Figure A-1 below) shows the new
refinement of assessment, based on changing the watershed assessment unit size from
an 11 Hydrologic Unit Code (HUC) to an 12 HUC. The listing changes due to this
resizing are discussed later in this section. As shown in Figure A-1, the results of this
resizing and conducting watershed assessments at a smaller scale range from “No
data available”, to identifying “more impairment”, to “attains WQS.”

Table A-1. Category definitions for the 2010 Integrated Report'and 303(d) list.
Category' Subcategory

0 No waters currendly utllized for water supply
] Use altaining h Histarical data
Retainad from 2008 1R

b

a Not applicable in new (2010) Ohio system
3 Use attainmant unknown

Historical data
Insufficient data
Retained from 2008 18
THMOL complete

Other required control measures will
rasult in atlainment of use

Nat a pollutant

I Historical data

Natural causes and sowices

Retained from 2008 IR

Marcury

Historical data

% Retained fram 2008 R

) E:liﬂlng mdicales CBTEQDHES definerd by 1.5 EPA; agditional categorie-s and suhcalegmies are defined E)y' Ohio

4 Impaired, TMOL not neaded

@i <=z

L2

f Impaired, TMOL neadad

Tl= % (=

w0 P attains wos
a0 - 59 ’ Less impairment
ao-8 B

a-79 3
40-59 O
L ow-m
0-19 ’ Kore impairment

Ne dala availabie

Figure A-1. Comparison of reporting detail in 2008 and 2010.

e Size — Section A of the 2010 IR also describes the conversion from 11-digit HUCs to
smaller 12-digit HUCs. The conversion provides data on a finer scale and allows for
better reporting of watershed impairments and improvements:

o There are now 1538 principal watershed assessment units (WAUSs) within the
State represented by 12-digit HUCs (formerly 331);

o There are now 38 large river assessment units (LRAUSs) (formerly 23); the
change reports watersheds on an approximate 25-45 mile length, divided at
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HUC boundaries or major tributaries, rather than the various lengths in the
past, which ranged from 8 to 77 miles; and,

o Assessment units have not changed in the Lake Erie areas nor the mainstem of
the Ohio River, though there may be listing changes based on other criteria.

o Due to the large volume of information generated with the new smaller AUS,
the Ohio has the summaries online rather than hardcopy at:
http://epa.ohio.gov/dsw/tmdl/2010IntReport/assessment_summaries.aspx.

Section E — Human Health: the assessment methodology changed in several ways.
First, Ohio changed from mercury to methyl mercury evaluation in fish tissue, using
the US EPA calculation methods found in Section 4.3.2 of the document Guidance
for Implementing the January 2001 Methylmercury Water Quality Criterion, Final
(U.S. EPA Office of Science and Technology, EPA-823-R-09-002, January 2009).
For PCBs, the 2008 IR used average fish tissue values by species, whereas the 2010
evaluation used a weighted average of all fish tissue values. Finally, the spatial
change from HUC 11 to HUC 12 changed some of the listings.

Section F — Recreation Use: The greatest change to recreational use methodology is
the adoption of E. coli water quality standards, so the bacteria indicator will be E. coli
rather than fecal coliform. Another major change is that a geomean calculation was
used rather than a percentile or a single sample maximum for impairment; the
geomean will be calculated using the values from the six month recreational season,
rather than the mean of samples collected within 30 days. (The 235cfu/ml E. coli
single sample maximum standard continues to be used as a listing criterion for
beaches as required by the 2004 federal BEACH Act rule.) Data are collected on a
site-by-site basis to fine-tune the approach rather than an aggregated data approach
that in the past determined an entire AU to be impaired. There will be less E. coli
data available for the 2010 IR, because historic E. coli samples were primarily
collected by the state, and NPDES permittees reported fecal coliform. E. coli
reporting will be phased into NPDES permits as they are renewed and will be
available for the next listing cycle. Further, Ohio has begun reporting using a
recreational use index score which is new in the 2010 IR. A score of 100 indicates
attainment of the recreation use, less than 100 indicates an impairment, while scores
closer to zero indicate the greatest impairment. A score between 90 and 100 show
that the criteria are close to being attained. Primary contact use has been further
subdivided, based on use intensity, into Class A, B, and C.

Table I'-8 below shows the trends for the last several listing cycles; for the 487 AUs
assessed for the 2010 report, 13% fully supported recreational use while 87% did not.
This reduction in recreational use support is attributed to many changes in
methodology: a change in calculations, more samples (487 in 2010 compared to 166
in 2008 as shown in Table F-8), and changing the size of the HUCs, but not a decline
in Ohio’s water quality.
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Table F-8. Overall differences in the assessment of recreatian use attainmeant, 2004 to 2010,

2004 Report | 2006 Repart 20108 Repart 2010 Report
New Percent No. Percént No Percent Na, | Percent

Total Als 354 100 54 100 A54 100 1576 100
Asgessed 156 47 154 43 166G 47 437 3
ot Assessed | 189 53 200 57 188 1039 49
Alizining 56 33% &7 a7 63 33" £5 122
Recreation Use
Inpeired 110 87° a7 [2° 103 63 422 ar®
Recreation Use

Paresntane of AUs reporad ag oteln ng the recrestion uze and nof afianing the recreation use ars bazed o fhe
toinl sz el were anssaced (e g 487 in the 2070 ana yoist

Section G — Aquatic Life Use (ALU): the basic assessment methodology used for assessing ALU
(habitat, fish, and macroinvertebrate assessment) did not change for the 2010 IR, but some of the
listed segments have newly derived scores based on the resegmentation from HUC 11 to HUC
12. Other spatial considerations affected the ALU methodology, including the drainage area
associated with the assessed sites, spatial proximity of the sites being assessed to each other
within the watershed, land use consistency among sampling locations, and location of significant
dischargers within the WAU. Table G-1 below from the 2010 Integrated Report indicates that
overall 14.7% of the sites assessed for the three Lake Erie AUs are in full attainment for aquatic
life use. In the last reporting cycle, that number was 10.2%. Overall there was an increase in
attainment in WAUSs from 54.7% to 58.5%, and in Large River AUs from 78.7% to 93.1%. The
increase in attainment of the large rivers was due primarily to the assessment of many large
rivers since the last listing cycle. Section G3 listed these rivers as the Little Miami River (2
LRAUSs), Mohican River, Walhonding River, Licking River, Whitewater River, and Great Miami
River (uppermost LRAU).

Table G-1. Summary of aquatic life use assessment for Ohio’s watershed (HUC11 and HUC12),

large river, and Laka Erle assessment units: 2002-2010 Integrated Report cycles
2002 2004 ‘i—q 2006 2008 2010
(1991-2000) | (1993-2002) | (1995-2004) | (1997-2006) | (1999.2008)
HUC 11 Watershed AUs (331) i PRI
No, AlJs Asgessed (% tolal) | 774 (G8%) | 225 (68%) | 212i04%) | 218 60% | 221 (67%)
No. Sites Assassed | am (R [ a7es | aeac [ 4200
Averags AU Scores .
Full Attainment 46.6 48.3 52.5 54.7 £8.5
Partial Attainment 25.2 236 226 224 212
Non-Attainmeant 282 281 249 229 203
HUC12 Watershed AUs (1538) T G e g el
M. AUs Assessed (% wotal)' 099 (65%)
No. Sites Assessad 4200
Average AU Score” _F 56.7
Large River AUs (23 rivers/38 AUs totaling 1226.7 Miles)
No. Rivers (Alls) Assesaad 22 21 i7 | 16 18 (30}
No. Sites Assassad 422 425 374 278 - 25
No. Miles Assessod (% milesi | 905 (F0%) | ©18 (7 1%} A77% 168%) A0 (B6%) | 857 (B0%)
2%e Miles Full Attainment 82.5 4.0 76.8 78.7 931
% Milas Partial Attainmant 230 214 161 13.8 6.5
% Ivilas Non-Atiainmant 145 14.6 81 ] 74 | 14
Lake ErieAUs(3)
No. Alls Assessed 3 4] 3 3 3
Mo, Sites Assessed a2z 1 83 43 24
% Sites Full Atiminment 120 18.0 19.4 10.2 14.7
% Sites Partial Attamment 13.0 44 16.1 224 77
%% Sites Non-Atlairmesnt 5.0 G7.8 6458 674 876

Stalislics hased on direcl assessment of HUG 12 AUs with dala collected hebween 2005 and 2008 in=845) and
BUCT | extrapolates assessment of HUC 12 Alls wilh data collecled between 1988 and 2004 (n=454)
Statistic based on the average of 982 AU scores derived as explained in Secticn G2.2.

e Section H — Public Drinking Water Supply Use: Nitrates and pesticides (atrazine) are
the main indicators measured. Ohio is in the process of finalizing criteria for the
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Cryptosporidium indicator, so it is not yet used for listing purposes. Sampling was.
tormerly only from stream intakes; in this cycle, sampling includes lakes and WAUs
that have surface waters that are a drinking water source utilized by a public water
system. The assessments continue to include a “watch list” of waters with elevated
levels of contaminants that will be targeted for additional sampling.
Section I — Considerations for Future Lists:
= Wetlands: Section I of the 2010 IR states that Ohio adopted wetland water
quality standards in 1998. Currently, the State has proposed a new rule
package that includes wetland biological criteria that would establish
benchmarks, focusing on ecological integrity as measured by vascular plants
and/or amphibians. For this listing cycle, Ohio conducted wetland assessment
methodology studies in 1) the Cuyahoga River watershed and 2) an urban
wetland study in central Ohio. The methodology used a targeted approach for
the Cuyahoga study area, and a random sample approach for central Ohio
urban areas, respectively. The wetland assessments attempt to quantify the
functionality of a wetland, including capacity of a wetland to assimilate
additional hydrologic change, nutrients, or sediments. Ohio used several
“levels” of assessment and came to conclusions based on wetlands conditions,
stressors, amphibian breeding habitat, and a Vegetation Index of Biological
Integrity (IBI). Based on Level 2 assessment, about 60% of urban wetlands
assessed were in poor to fair condition, and about 40% in good to excellent
condition. Level 3 IBI urban wetland results were 68% in poor to fair
condition, and 32% in good to very good condition. Overall Ohio believes
that urban wetlands are very functional at a “fair” rating, and it is not believed
that lower standards need to be developed for an urban setting; more than half
provide ecological services.
s Inland Lakes: Section I of the 2010 IR states that the methodology for inland
lakes is in the planning process. Afier many years of decreased monitoring, in
2005 Ohio increased its [ake assessments. Then in the 2007 field season,
Ohio had 19 lakes included in the National Lakes Survey (USEPA sponsored).
The effort began renewed lake sampling, and Ohio is now sampling an
average of about 5 inland lakes per year. For the 2010 listing cycle, Ohio did
not have the available resources for the surveying of lakes, but a State Inland
Lakes Team was formed in the interim. There are also plans to commence
with lake surveys in the 2010 field season. New sampling techniques used
may be helpful to the established sampling protocol. Inland lakes are included
in listings for the Human Health, Recreation, and Drinking Water uses. A
rulemaking is needed to establish an aquatic life use and criteria for lakes
before listings can be established. The rulemaking is underway and aquatic
life listings for lakes may be possible in the 2012 IR.
= Section J ~ Addressing Waters Not Meeting Water Quality Standards: A
significant modification to the 2010 IR is that impairments are now listed by
the four designated uses, rather than by the entire AU; a segment may be
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listed specifically for human health, aquatic life, recreation, or public water
supply uses, and will not have the AU listed where there are no data for that
use. Though there are many segments that became delisted as a result of the
change, the smaller assessment units and listing by individual use results in a
17-fold increase in detailed reporting “results” from 357 to 6,316 to provide a
more accurate picture of the water quality or impairment. Figure J-4 below
shows the methodology. For the HUC 12 resegmentation shown in the arrow,
that AU is listed for ALU in Category 5 (303(d) list), but is not on the list for
recreational, human health, nor public drinking water supply uses.

2008 IR Each AU11
« WAL based on HUC T (331 in Ohio) 5 (category)

o | overall isting calegory for sach AU

{

Step 1: Change AU size

« Translate WAUSs from old HUCT 1s lo HUG 128

+ Raetain ovarall 2008 category, denote with naw “x’
subcategory

« Far delisting purposes, assume that the 2008
overall category applies 1o each use In each AU12

Step 2: Distribute 2008 use results
= Foreach use in each AU12, enter the 2008 “use-
specilic” analysis results

Step 3: Reevaluate AUs by use
+ Reevaluate each of 4 uses in each AU12 to the
axtenl possible
o Recreation Use
= Reavaluate all AUs with fully revised mathod
« New parameter: E. Goli
= All new data (5 years)
& Human Health Use (fish tssue)
* Reevaluate all AUs with revised method
= Add in more recent data
s Public Drinking Water Use
= Reavaluate all AUs with shightly revised
method
« Add in more recent data
. Aquatic Life Use
» Reevaluate AUs monitared 2006-2008, using
slightly revised method
» Relain “x" subcategory for AUs with clder
data, to ba resolved in future lists
e "% subc ategory nol expecled to be needed for
uses other than Aquatic Life Use

o

kT
AUL2

AL S T
ALUTZ || AUNZ || AUTZ || AUT2
8x || 6x Bx
for

each
AUT2

. 73
HH
3

[ AL
6x

HH
3x

Bx

Use T 2008 [ 2010 [ Reason
R

Step 4: Reconcile category changes

« Compare 2010 use category with 2008 overall
category for each use in each AU

« Listidelist as necessary, with reasons noted

BX =y matho:

HA [ 5i 3 [ Use cal

OW Bx 3 use cal

|l L DR 1 SK [ NA
U2 TR i

M= = = =

2010 IR Lo SR
+ WAU based onh new HUC12 {1637 in Ohio) R |[HH|[ow || AL
« Listing category by 4 uses in sach AU 1 3 3 Bx

7 For !aci\ AUiZJ

Figure J-4. Steps to transform 2008 list into 2010 list.

e Section L - The 303(d) list (Category 5) is located in Section 14 of the 2010
Integrated Report. The status and reporting category for each of the 1538 WAUSs are
listed in Section L1, and the status and reporting category for the 38 LRAUs are listed
in Section L2 of the 2010 Integrated Report. For the near shore of Lake Erie (i.e.,
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within 100 meters of the shoreline), the Integrated Report includes three AUs (i.e.,
Western Basin Shoreline, Islands Shoreline, and Central Basin Shoreline), that are
listed in Section L3 of the 2010 Integrated Report. The three Lake Erie AUs
correspond to the adjacent HUCs along the shoreline.

Section N — Ground water protection in Ohio is focused on 1) raw groundwater data
to measure the long term changes in the three major aquifer systems (sand and gravel,
sandstone, and carbonate aquifers), and 2} water potentially used for public drinking
water supply. There are not any statewide groundwater standards, so primary
maximum contaminant levels (MCL) or secondary maximum contaminant levels
(SMCL) for drinking water are used. There are already several groundwater
programs in place, including the Ohio Water Resources Council, the State
Coordinating Committee on Ground Water, and the Ohio Ground Water Protection
Programs to monitor, evaluate, and protect ground water. There are also many
entities that report and summarize ground water contamination by facility. There is a
federal National Priorities List (NPL), CERCLIS (details not available), DOD/DOE,
Leaking Underground Storage Tanks (LUST), RCRA Corrective Action, and
Underground Injection tracking the contamination, shown in Table N-2 below is
taken from the 2010 IR. Sources include fertilizer application, and application of
manure and sludge, material stockpiles, storage tanks, surface impoundments,
landfills, septic systems, injection wells, hazardous waste sites, suburban/urban
runoff, Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations, land application, mining and mine
drainage, salt storage and road salting, spills and leaks.

Ohio has also presented Table N-4A which includes all the PWS, the chemical
measured, the standard type (MCL or SMCL), the major aquifer, and status (impaired
or on the watch list). This table is incorporated by reference from Section N of the
2010 IR. Overall the ground water supply in Ohio is stable but continued protection
is necessary. There are many alternatives for managing the anthropogenic sources of
contamination including improving BMPs, siting criteria, and design parameters.
Ohio will focus future efforts on sensitive aquifers.
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Table N-2. Ground water contamination summary.

Hedrogeoiogc Satting: _ Satswide
Data Reparling Penod:_As of July, 2004

Humber of sites MNumber of
that are listed sites with
andfor have confirmed
Number of confirmed ground water
| Source Type |  sites | releases | contamination |
NPL 33 3 30
CERCLIS = " - o
inon-HPL) hE NA& A Naried
DODDCE 105° B 5] Warled
LUST ~30.0007 -5.600 TERE BTEX
f—:(C‘RF\ ’ s = VOIS hegvy melals
;;_:?,;LTW 157 KT 157 FeBs, and others
Llass:
- 10 0 0
Undsrground fl- 572 ] 0
Injection i - 45 i] ]
M- a 0
V- S0G00+ WA NA
Siale Sites [N 12 214 Varked
Fonpoint 7
Sourses ha i NA
Noles:

WA - Mumbsare ot availalile

® Includes DOE, DOD, FUSRAR and FUD slles

* Includes aclive LUST sites and closed LLIST siles twhere the leaking tank kas been removed and the
contamination remediated). Source, Ohio's Bureau of Linderground Storage Tank Regldations

© Faciities in Tier 2 or Tier 3 cleanup stages. Source: Onle’s Bureau of Underground Sterage Tank Regulations

® Class 1 and Class 1IF injection wells requlated by the Onic Department of Matural Rescarces, Cisss 1Y
Infection wels are llegal In Ohie. The tetal number of Class V infectiah wells in Ohie 15 unkhewn

© Facillizs in Ohio EPAs Graund Water Impacts database

" The facility s considered fo be contaminating ground water if the "Uppermost Aqulfed is noted b be
Impacted. found In Chio EPAs Ground Water Inpacts database

Figure A-7 below is taken from the 2010 Integrated Report and is a progress report toward
Ohio’s “80% by 20107, which represents 80% of the state’s waters achieving full attainment of
ALU. The goal was established in the early 1990’s as an interim target toward full attainment.
Over the years, there has been an overall increase in attainment. Section A of the 2010
Integrated Report states that Ohio has reached 93.1% of “80% by 2010” for large rivers, a 58.5%
average watershed score, and 70.8% of the principal streams and large rivers (draining 50 square
miles or more). These data are available in Table B-3 of the IR and shown in the plots below.
The marked increase in attainment of the large rivers was due primarily to the assessment of the
Little Miami River, Mohican River, Walhonding River, Great Miami River (upper LRAU),
Licking River, and Cuyahoga River since the last listing cycle.

100

Goai Line

Score or Percent

Watersheds Large Rivers Principal Streams and
Large Rivers

W 02 @ 2004 @ 2006 (@@ 2008 (M 2010

Figure A-7. Final accounting of the “80 by 20107 aquatic life use goal.
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Ohio has new ten year goals for 2020 which are summarized below in Table A-7 (Table created
for this document, not taken from the original IR). The goals are measured from the current
2010 benchmark. The primary goals are related to attainment of ALU and secondary goals are
monitoring, assessment and redesignation of waters.

Table A-7. '
Goals and benchmarks LRAU | WAU | Monitor and reassess redesignation

ALU attainment goal for 100% | 80% | All 38 LRAUs in 23 Designate an additional
2020 rivers 75 m1 WWH to EWH
Current ALU 2010 93.1% | 61.3% | 27 segments/16 rivers | 297.48 current miles
(principal streams & rivers)

Ohio River Listing

The AUs associated with the main stem of the Ohio River are assessed by the Chio River
Sanitation Commission (ORSANCO), which reports its findings in a Section 305(b) report.
ORSANCO is an interstate agency charged with abating existing pollution in the Ohio River
Basin and preventing future degradation of its waters. ORSANCO was established in 1948
through the signing of the Ohio River Valley Water Sanitation Compact by representatives of the
eight member states. Through this Compact, ORSANCO has been given authority to develop the
Section 305(b) report for the Ohio River. Ohio participates in the ORSANCO workgroup to
promote consistency between 305(b) reporting and 303(d) listing. In the past, Ohio EPA has
narratively incorporated ORSANCO’s listing of impaired waters into its Integrated Report for
those portions of the Ohio River located within the State of Ohio. Section D4 of the 2010
Integrated Report states that the ORSANCO has listed the impaired segments of the Ohio River
in its Section 305(b) report, and that Ohio EPA defers to that list of impaired segments found in
the 2008 Biennial Assessment of Ohio River Water Quality Conditions (ORSANCO 2008). Ohio
incorporates these by reference into its 303(d) list.

Lake Erie Listings

The 2010 Integrated Report assesses the aquatic life use status of the Lake Frie shoreline in three
assessment units: western basin nearshore, central basin nearshore, and islands. These three AUs
are described as the “nearshore” as being within 100 meters of the shoreline. The term
“lacustuary” specifies the zone where Lake Erie water levels have intruded into tributary river
channels. The aquatic life use status of a lacustuary is included in the assessment of the tributary

river.

Ohio used narrative standards to determine aquatic life use impairments for the nearshore and
lacustuary zones. In 1997, Ohio completed Development of Biological Indices Using
Macroinvertebrates in Ohio Nearshore Waters, Harbors, and Lacustuaries of Lake Erie in Order
io Evaluate Water Quality. In 1999, Ohio produced Biological Monitoring and an Index of
Biotic Integrity for Lake Erie’s Nearshore Waters. The data in these documents provide a
foundation fo establish numeric biocriteria for aquatic life in the Lake Erie AUs. Attainment of
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recreational water quality standards for the three Lake Erie AUs was based upon examination of
E. coli data provided by the Ohio Department of Health; the lake was sampled more frequently
than inland lakes. For Lake Erie beaches in this reporting cycle, 126 cfu/100 ml is the seasonal
geometric mean standard and the single sample maximum is 235cfu/ml.

All three Lake Erie AUs remain in Category 5 with significant impairment of sites due primarily
to tributary loadings of nutrients, sediment, and the resultant growth of exotic species and blue-
green algal blooms. There was no new sampling between the 2008 and 2010 IR, but some
impairment statistics changed because some values were dropped out of the analysis as
“historical” data. Future reporting in the next IR cycle will include National Aquatic Resource
Survey (NARS) to take place during the summer of 2010. Fifty sites have been selected in the
Western Basin and include the Maumee Bay, Sandusky Bay, and also sites from the Lake Erie
Islands and Central Basin. The Ohio Lake Erie Phosphorus Task Force is currently completing a
report in March 2010. The effort was to identify sources of the increasing phosphorus load and
whether it is linked to increasing algal blooms. A number of recommendations will be made to
attempt to decrease nonpoint phosphorus loads, particularly to the western basin. The Lake Erie
Lakewide Management Plan (LaMP) is developing a management strategy for the next several
years.

In Section C of the IR, Ohio recognizes the impairments and decline in water quality that the
exotic species and algae have caused in Lake Erie. There is great concern because there appears
to be an increase in phosphorus and many species of algae that were not previously present,
including Cladophora, Microcystis, and Lyngbya wollei. 1t is unclear whether these are new
invasives or that the conditions are such that they can flourish. The sources of contaminants are
municipal point sources, combined sewer overflows, non-irrigated crop production, urban
runoff/storm sewers, streambank modification/destabilization, habitat modifications other than
hydromodification, and other undetermined sources. Section D6-6 has Ohio’s responses to many
questions concerning the water quality in Lake Erie. The Maumee and Sandusky Bays, which
drain into the Western Erie Basin AU, are scheduled for both monitoring and TMDLs; the
Maumee TMDL has begun.

Water Quality Standards

Ohio water quality standards have two elements: designated uses, and numerical or narrative
criteria designed to protect and measure attainment of the uses (OQAC 3745-1-07(A)). Ohio EPA
assigns each water body a use designation, and a water body may have one or more use
designations. Each water body in the State is assigned an aquatic life habitat use designation,
and may also be assigned a water supply use designation and/or one recreational use designation
(OAC 3745-1-07(A)(1)). Ohio has multiple subcategories or tiers in its aquatic life use
(coldwater, seasonal salmonid, exceptional warmwater, warmwater, and modified warmwater
habitats, and limited resource waters) designation system (OAC 3745-1-07(B)(1)), and three
categories for both the recreational (bathing waters, primary contact and secondary contact
recreation) and water supply (public, agricultural, and industrial) use designations. In addition,
the Ohio Administrative Code contains statewide chemical-specific criteria for the support of use



U.S. EPA Decision Document for Approval Page 14 of 24
Ohio’s 2010 303(d) List (Category 5 of the Integrated Report)24
May 2010

designations (OAC 3745-1-07(A)(2)). The following table is taken from Section D2 of the 2010
Integrated Report, and shows the designated uses in Ohio’s water quality uses, criteria, and
minimum data requirements for the 2010 IR. Human health use is also included as one of the
four designated uses and there are criteria for six contaminants: mercury, PCBs, chlordane, DDT,
mirex and hexachlorobenzene.

Table B-1. Ofio water quality standards in the 2040 lntegrated Beport,

Beneficial Use Key Attrilntes {why a water would Evaluation status in
be designated in the category) l 2010 Integiated Report

ciion of aguatic Iife

native cold wetsr or coel water Loozonad on caze by cooe begi

speeles: put-znd-taks trout stocking
Sznsonal Salmarnd supports laks run stee hesad trout Na dirsct zesesument, streans
Habitat fisheries seoensed a3 EVWE or WWHH
Excepiiona! Warmwaisr |unigue and diverse nssemilags of £5% of the VWatershed Assesamant
Halliat fish and invertebrates Unite ang 79% of the large Rlver

Anssasment Units fully azsescad using
direct comparisons of flsh and

Warntwater Helitat typisal assemblages of fish and

(WWH) invertebrates macroinvertelrais community index
scorzs to the Blocriters in Ohlo'e
" WO oS o &
Tndifizd Warmwaier tolzrant aseemliages of fish and HOS. sources and causes of

Impairment were assessed using
rologlcsl indicators and water
chemisiry dats

Limted Rezourcs fish and macreoinvertebrates severely | Assessed on case by case basis
Watera limited by physicsl habitat or other
irreirigvable conditon

Calsgones for the pratection of recrsational sctivities
Bathing Waters Lake Erie (entiss lake}; for inland Lake Erie pulbiic beachses fuily

walsrs, bathing beach with lifeguard | evaluated; ning intand (skes evaluated
or bathhouse facility

Habitat ImeCro-invenshratss; iretriavable
conchtion pracludes WWH

Frimary Contact waters sultalis for one or more fuil- [ 31% of the assessment unils assesaed
Recreation body contact recreation activity sueh |using applicable PCR geometric mean
ag wading and swimming; thres E coli eritena

classss are recognized.
distinguished by relative potential
frequarnicy of use

Secantdary Contact waters rarely used for reersation Assessed as part AL using applicalsls
Recrestion becauvss of Imited access; typically | SCR gsemetric méan £, cokll onteria
Incated in remote areas snd of wery
shallow depth

Catsgones for the provecion of water supplies

Pubtlic Water Supply waters within 500 yards of all pullic | Sufficient data wsre available to
warer supoly sufacs watsr intakas,  |nssess 34% of the 132
publeally ownad lokse, watsrs sued | units with PEW S use as
as emerganey supplles cheminal watsr quality deta; only
woters with active intakes were
assz03ed

Agroultura’ Water watsr ysed, or potentially uses, for [ Not asssssed

Supply livastoch watsring andior imigation
Inclustrial Water Supply | watsr ug=d for industrial purposes Mot dogsssed

Human Health: There are several data sources taken into consideration for standards
development for human health. Ohio explains the linkage of water chemistry, fish tissue
contaminants, and Fish Consumption Advisories (FCAs) in Section E2 of the 2010 IR. WQS are
based on the quantity of chemicals in water, but because the chemicals are known to
bioaccumulate in fish, chemical measurements in fish tissue are taken into account for WQS
development and for listing. A FCA advises the amount of fish from those waters that may
safely be consumed and still protect human health.

Under certain conditions, the FCA may contribute information toward whether a waterbody is
listed, but listing is not based solely on that waterbody having a FCA. Ohio states: “If the State
has issued an advisory...and that advisory is equal to or less protective than the State’s WQS,
then one can assume there is an exceedance of the WQS...if the advisory is more protective than
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the WQS, one cannot assume that the issuance of the advisory indicates an exceedance of the
WQS.” (See Figure E-1 below.)

W03 Excesded Waterbody Impaired WCS Not Exceeded Waterbody Mot
Impaired
e £ Fea
W e £ FCA 1 par moath
= a8 - —
0 r“t? g T ;.ny week "’1 ]
4 : T .
] = I
Log ] e 8 L
i

Figure E-1. IHustration of the relationship among the WQB values, the values that trigger issuance
of FCAs and the resulting decision regarding waterbody impairment associated with an FCA.

In Sections E2 and E4 of the 2010 IR, Ohio completes the rationale and methodology of the
linkages of water chemistry, fish tissue contaminants, and FCA for putting waters on the 303(d)
list. Note in the second column below in Table E-1, the Fisk concentration on which WQS is
based links the WQS and fish tissue measurements in Section E4. Ohio states: “The information
used to calculate the...WQS criterion can be used to calculate a maximum safe fish
concentration. The fish concentration value can then be directly compared to the FCA program
values to determine whether the advisory is less or more protective than the WQS criterion.”

Table £1. Compatison between fish concentration values and FCA progiaim valuss,

Fish Range of fish Range of fish
sonpentation | concentations tiggering | concentrations wiggering
on whioh the [ an “eat no more tian one | a0 “eal 1o more tian one

Basin | Paramatar WS is based meal pet wesk” advisory | meal permonth® advisory

Lake Esiz / PCB 23 pg'kn 50 - 220 pgikg 221 - 1,000 pokg

Oz Rver f PCA 52 pgiky 50 - 220 po'kyg 221 - 1,000 jgikg

Lake Erig ! maroury 250 pgh £10 - 220 pgfkg 221 - 1,000 pokg

Otie River f mercury 1,000 pahg 110 - 220 yigikg 227 - 1,000 pghg

La%s Eng / DDT 42 ughg 500 - 2,188 uglkg 2,185 - 5,450 yg/g

Ohiia River/ 20T 320 pgthg 500 - 2,188 ugikg

Lake Erle / Chiordane 130 pwhy 500 . 2,188 yo/kg

Ohlo Rever t Chioraans 310 pgha 500 -2 188 ugikg

L e 29 potkg 300 - 3 498 glhy 3,500 - 15,089 pgfkg

Saiciviad S B7 gy 800 -2 486 ugika 3,500 - 15,069 gikg

Lake Eria’ mirex 23 paikg 200 - 674 ygikg B75 - 3,783 jghko

Otz River! mirex 20T pglkg 200 - B74 ppikg B76 - 3,763 jgikg
sluss Advisory le less protective than tha WS criterion, WOS siceated, waterbody impaired

Yaluss | Advisory is rare protective than WS enlenon, Wiz not sxceedso, no iImparmen: fram FCA
BlUES Advizary may bs more, or lsas, protecuve than WOS entsrion

Faz Section =4 for on expiansiior of how thess concenualions wers celou'sizd.

Recreation: Ohio water quality standards state that Ohio may also designate a water body for
recreational use (OAC 3745-1-07(A)(1)). Under the Ohio Administrative Code, recreational
designations are in effect from May to mid-October (OAC 3745-1-07(B)(4)). Table F-1 below is
shown below and describes the methodology (geometric mean rather than percentile) and the
indicator (transition from fecal to E. coli) that has changed in this listing cycle. For bathing
waters, the geometric mean E. coli content shall not exceed 126 cfu per 100 ml in the
recreational season and shall not exceed 235 cfu per 100 ml in a single sample; for contact
recreation, there is not a single sample maximum criterion. Note Table 7-13 within Table F-1
from OAC 3745-1-07 shows numeric criteria for several new classifications of recreational
contact based on intensity of use.
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Fahle F-1, Summary of the recreation use assessment methods.

Bathing Waters

Indieetor | Criterion (Tahle 7-13, OAC 3745-1-07)

Assgssmant Maihod Surmmary

E. coii Beasonal geomeinic mean E ool
sonfent Dased on sanpies from tha
racreation 822301 wiikin a calendar
vawr 15 126 oful100 mi, single sample
meium is 2348 cfu/ 100 ml,

Auplied i ihe thres Lale Erie shoceling
Fssessment units, axceedanee of the gecmetric
mean bathing waiar citerion or 2 exceadance of
the sinule sample mazimun for mors than 10% of
the recreation season is considered an mpairment
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of the bathing walat use.

Primary Contect and Secondary Contact
Indseator | Criterion (Table 7-13, OAC 3745-1-07)
E. coff Seasonal geomsiic mean £ colf
content® basad on samples from she
recreation season wihin a calendar

Azsagsment Method Summary

Soplied to strearns and mnlznd lakss. Data from a
recreation season are gssessed on a site-by-siie
hasis and compared to the apulicable geametrc

yaal 15 mean E ool cntermn whenaver maore than ong
samiole rasult is avzilable for a watershad
Dnrn:: "y Contact 'Waters asseasment unii. Assgsement unis are considered

W he in full stzinmentif 2l sites assessed within
the assessmeant unit meet the applicalile geomainic
mean criterion and I non-atialnment if one or more
siies assessed within the assessment wnii ex cead
the applicable geomalric mean crterion.

£ ¢ah concentrations ers expreased in colonyr rming urnits (efu) per 100 millifisrs (mi)

1ass & 126 cfur10a mi

!‘ ass B 16T cfu100 ml
Class € 206 mu:’?@ﬁ rm

Aquatic life use: Ohio’s standards contain numeric biological criteria that describe the expected
biological performance of Ohio’s wadeable and boatable rivers and streams. Ohio EPA uses the
numeric biological criteria to interpret the data generated when a biological assessment of a
stream is conducted (OAC 3745-1-07(A)(6)). Through a use attainability analysis, a given
stream reach may be assigned an appropriate aquatic life use. Biological sampling is conducted
to establish attainment status, with further subclassification based on ecoregion and size of
waterbody. Ohio uses evidence from physical habitat surveys that include the characteristics of
the stream that are critical to supporting aquatic life: 1) substrate, 2) in-stream cover, 3) channel
morphology, 4) riparian zone and bank erosion, 5) pool/glide and riffle/run quality, and 6)
gradient. Target scores are compared with the existing scores and a percentage deviation from
the target is calculated.

Although chemical and physical data are collected as part of Ohio EPA’s comprehensive
watershed evaluations, the performance of the fish and macroinvertebrate communities is used to
determine attainment status. Section G discusses the biosurveys that measure performance. For
a sampling site to be classified as being in full attainment it must meet the relevant criteria in
three indices: Index of Biotic Integrity (IBI) (fish); the Modified Index of Well-being (MIWb)
(fish); and, the Invertebrate Community Index (ICI) (OEPA 1999). Biocriteria are codified in
Ohio’s water quality standards (OAC 3746-1-07, Table 7-15). The physical scores and
community scores are then combined to determine whether there is impairment or attainment.

Public water supply: Ohio’s water quality standards state that Ohio may also designate a water
body for water supply use (OAC 3745-1-07(A)(1)). Ohio has three water supply uses: public,
agricultural, and industrial. A public water supply is a water that with conventional treatment
will be suitable for human intake and meet federal regulations for drinking water (OAC 3745-1-

07(B)(3)(a)).

Section H in the 2010 Integrated Report summarizes the Public Drinking Water Supply
Methodology using nifrate and pesticides as indicators. Water quality data were compared to the
numeric chemical water quality criteria for the protection of human health (OAC 3745-1-33 and
34). The water quality criteria are:
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1) Nitrate is 10 mg/L, directly corresponding to the Safe Drinking Water Act Maximum
Contamination Limit (MCL);

2) Atrazine T 3.0 pg/l; and,

3) Cryptosporidium water quality criteria are being developed, but if the annual average exceeds
1.0 oocysts/L the water is considered impaired. This value will likely be adopted as a water
quality criterion before the next listing cycle.

Criteria for pesticides were applied using annual averages of quarterly averages. Nitrate
concentrations will use a maximum value because at elevated levels, nitrate can cause acute
health effects, and many nitrate samples exceeded minimum recommended sample counts. The
waters were then determined to be in full support, impaired, not assessed, or put on a “watch
list”, i.e., targeted for additional monitoring and assessment. Table H-1 on the following page,

from the 2010 Integrated Report, summarizes Public Drinking Water Supply impairment
determination.

Table H-1. Public drinking water supply impairment determination,

Applies to in-stream

mibient and treated water guality data for the most recent five year period.

Indicator

Impaired Conditions

Niirate O Two or more excursions above the WO critena within the & year penod
Pesticides 0O Annual average exceeds WQ critena
Other

Contaminants

O Annual average exceeds WO critera

Cryplaspardiom”

O Annual average exceeds W critenion (1.0 oocystsilL)

Indicatar Full Attainment Conditions

Nitrate O No more than onz excursion’ above the WO critena within the 5 year period
Pesticides O Annuai average does not exceed the WO critena 3

Other

Contaminants

O Annual average doas not exceed the WQ criteria

Crypsporidiim

O Annual average does not exceed lhg W Criie_nun

“Watch List” Conditions

Contaminants

Indlcatar Sownce waters targeled for additonal monioning and assessment
Niraie 0O Waximum instantaneous valus > 8 moiL (0% of WG cnterion)
Pesticides im| Runnm.g qyarteny average > W0Q Uiier[a )

O #daximurm instantaneous valus = 4x WO criteria
Other

0O Maximum instantansous value > WQ criteria

Crynfaspandun

O Annuat average > U075 oocysisiL

| Exeursionz must be at least 30 days apart in ocear o capiure zeparate or extendzd source water gquality eventz.
= Impaired conditions for Coptosposinivg are based on proposed water quality oritena which Ghio EPA intends t¢
dawelop
W Critena - Water Duality Critera defined v DAL Chapter 3745-1 established to prolect in-stream water quality
for the PWS henzficial use (Human health - Diinking Water)

Wetlands: Section I of the 2010 IR discusses wetland evaluation. In 1998, Ohio established
wetland water quality standards. These standards include provisions for wetland use designation,
narrative criteria, numeric criteria for dischargers to wetlands, and antidegradation. All wetlands
receive the “wetlands” use designation under OAC 3745-1-53. Narrative criteria have been
codified which protect the functional and recreational aspects of designated wetlands. Ohio has
a wetland antidegradation rule, OAC 3745-1-54 which categorized wetlands based on the
wetlands relative functions and values, sensitivity to disturbance, rarity, and potential to be
adequately compensated for by wetland mitigation. Recent reports include studies of: 1) use of
wetland invertebrates as indicators; 2) Ohio wetland mitigation banks; 3) condition assessment of
wetlands in the Cuyahoga River watershed; and, 4) condition and function of urban wetlands.
There was also a grant to study selected mitigation wetlands around the state to compare with
natural wetlands. Future studies will include associations between stream and wetland
conditions and will be incorporated into future TMDL analysis of a watershed.
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Ohio proposed methodology is to: 1) identify historic wetlands using existing land cover
databases; 2) identify existing wetlands resources through use of wetland inventory data and
compare existing to historical wetlands; 3) perform preliminary wetland assessment using ten
metrics, resulting in poor to excellent classification scale; 4) identify OEPA Wetlands Ecology
Group’s past wetland assessment; and, 5) review of site studies completed under the Wetland
Development Grant.

Inland lakes and reservoirs: Ohio Water Quality Standards for inland lakes are being revised and
Ohio is planning to have lake nutrient water quality criteria for the 2012 IR. Ohio is monitoring
5 to 10 lakes per year, and is prioritizing sites, determining sampling events and water quality
parameters. Ohio currently has no biocriteria for lakes, only for rivers and streams. All lakes in
Ohio are designated as Exceptional Warmwater Habitat (EWH) for ALU, but will change to
Lake Habitat (LH) when the standards are revised. The numeric criteria to protect the LH use
will remain the same as the criteria to protect the EWH use, but will include nutrient criteria.
Further, future lake assessment will likely include Harmful Algal Blooms (HAB) and
cyanotoxins. Cyanobacteria are blue-green algae that are capable of producing cyanotoxins that
affect the skin, liver or nervous system. These algae can also cause decreased water quality
associated with excessive biomass production. Literature indicates that increases in cyanotoxins
are a significant hazard for human health and ecosystem viability. Ammonia, Chlorophyll a,
dissolved oxygen, nitrogen, pH, phosphorus, Secchi disk and temperature criteria are being
proposed and listed in Table I-1 below.

Table 1-1. Proposed Lake Habitat use eriteria,
Note. ANl gritenia are cutaide miking Zone averages unlsss specified diferently.

Parameter Farm' [ Units? Statewide |Ecareglonal criteria
Lake type criterla_ | ECBP | EOLP | HELP IF WAF
AMMOonta T ma/ | Tahle £43-4 - - - - -
Chlaraphyll 27
Dugolt Izkes T uadt 8.0 -
Impoundmeants i padl - 140 2.8 140 14.0 &2
Matural lakes T gt 4.0 - -
dpground reservairs I uafl iaH - -
Dissolved oxygen® T o | BOOMIMT B __ N -
All lake types = BoOMzZA
Nitrogen
Dugowt Izkes 13 uaf 450 - - az —
Impoundmeants T el - 930 740 230 5] 350
Hatural lzkes T Hafl 638 -
Upground reser/oirs T Ligll 1225 -- - -- -
phH
All lake types - 5.U A - -
Phasphorus®
Clugout lakss T padl 18 - -
Impaundments T Hafl 24 34 34 34 14
Natural lzkes T Harl 34 - -
Upgrouind reserveirs T 1t} ig = -
Sacchi disk ransparsncy”
Clugout lakes - m 2.60 - -- - - -
Impoundments - m 1.19 1.18 t18 113 248
MNatural lakes = m 1.19 -- - - -
Uparound resarveirs e m 2.50 - -
Tempstature
All lake types = - B - - - -
' T=tfolal

m =meters; mgd = millgrams per lder {parts per milion); pall = microorams per liter (paets per billon, su =
atandard units
These criteria 0p2ly a8 [ake medians frons May through Dctobar in the epllimnion of soralifizd lakes anil
throughout the water eolumn in unsratiied lahss.
For dissolved oxygen, OMIM mesns outside mixing Zone runimum and OMZ2L, ineans oulside mixng zone
minimum tenty-four-hour average. The dissobved cxyoen criteria apply in the spilimnion of stratified lakss and
tiroughout the water column in unsiratifisd lakes.

®  These enteria apoly as minimum values from #ay through October.

A pHistobe 5.5.0.0, with no changs within that rangs attributable to human-induead conditens.

B Atno time shal the waler temperaiure exceed he average or maximum temperature that would pegur if thars
wels hi tempersiure change attelutelike fo human actvities,

ey
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Removal of Waters from the 303(d) List

Section M of the 2010 IR describes the delisting of waters from the 2008 303(d) list. The State
has demonstrated good cause for not including certain waters that were previously listed on
Ohio’s 2008 303(d) list. As provided in 40 C.F.R. § 130.7(b)(6)(iv), U.S. EPA requested that the
State demonstrate good cause for not including these waters on its 2010 Section 303(d) list. The
State lists six reasons for delisting from Category 5, shown below in green. Section M of the
2010 IR is incorporated by reference and shows the delisting of waters, causes for the delisting,
and the comparison to the 2008 IR list for each change.

s Codss used in delisting columns:
T Delist, TMDOL completed
B} Delist, new data
M Delist, methodology changs
MO Delist, both new data and methodology changs
L Delist, changs o listing by use
U+ Delist, change to listing by use, plus data andior methadology
new D  MNew listing due to data
new M New listing due to change in methodology
new MD  Mew listing due ta dala and methodolagy
none No delisting

Previously listed waters are in tables throughout the document based on use. Because of the new
methodology, the tables are too numerous and lengthy to copy, so a reference table is provided
below of relevant tables to be incorporated by reference. The table also includes waters added to
the list as part of new listing for lakes and public water supply and sometimes have combined
attainment and non attainment within the table.

Reference Table.

Use Section Title of table
& table
Human health E-4 Waters impaired because levels of PCBs or mercury in fish tissue exceed the
threshold level upon which the WQS criterion is based
E-5 Waters impaired because fish tissue levels of PCBs or mercury are below the
threshold level upon which the WQS criterion is based
E-6 Waters not impaired because fish tissue levels of PCBs or mercury in fish are below

the threshold level upon which the WQS criterion is based, and which were
categorized as impaired in the 2008 Integrated Report

E-7 Waters with contaminants that affect fish tissue, not included in Table E-2 for these
pollutants (included on the 303(d) list)
E-8 Waters for which the existing impaired status cannot be confirmed because data
have become historical and not enough new data are available
E-9 Waters with current fish tissue data where inadequate samples exist to determine
impairment status
E-10 Inland lakes and their impairment status
Recreation F-5 Seasonal geometric mean E. coli Jevels at Ohio’s 23 pulic beaches along Lake Erie
(table includes impaired and not impaired)
F-11 Summary assessment status of the recreation use in Ohio’s LRAUs
F-12 Summary assessment status of the recreation use for inland lakes
PublicDrinking H-2 Waters designated as impaired for PDWS beneficial use
Water Supply H-3 Summary of public drinking water supply assessment results for the nitrate and

pesticide indicators (Impaired/full support/ insufficient data/watch list/unknown)
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-Waters Meeting Water Quality Standards

The State’s decision not to include some AUs on its 2010 Section 303(d) list, shown in Section
M, is consistent with EPA regulations at 40 CFR 130.7(b)(6)(iv). Under 40 CFR 130.7(b)(6)(iv),
States are not required to list if they meet water quality standards based on more recent data.
These waters were identified on the State’s 2008 Section 303(d) list, due to methodology change,
use attainment or new data (Category 1).

-Waters Removed Based on TMDL Approval

The State’s decision not to include AUs on its 2010 Section 303(d) list is consistent with EPA
regulations at 40 CFR130.7(b)(6)(iv). Under 40 CFR 130.7(b)(6)(iv), States are not required to
list waters if all impairments are addressed in the approved TMDL. These waters were identified
on the State’s 2010 Section 303(d) list in Section L, and in Section M showing comparison of the
2008 IR to the 2010 IR as Category 4A. Tables J-5, J-6 and J-7 below show the overall change
in delisting status and total changes based on designated use for WAUSs, LRAUSs, and LEAU,
respectively. Table J-9 is incorporated by reference and lists Ohio’s approved TMDLs.

Table J-5, Delisting status of watershed assessment units.

Number of assessmeant units
| Hi [ R | ALU_ [ PDWS | Totals
Delistings
Use is being met
New data 11 11 52 o 74
IMethodology. chanae varies by use 23 262 45 G 343
Methodology and new data 18 0 0 0 18
Methodoiogy: listing by uss 593 377 236 an 2072
Methodolagy listing by use method. data 29 112 40 233 465
Flaw in anginal listing 0 i 2 4] o)
TMOL completad 1] 124 135 i 252
New listings
New data 18 40 15 0 £5
féew methodalogy 25 14 9 . a 45
New datarmethadelogy 1 a 1] 1] 11
Not dalisted: change in use status from 2008 to 2010
Use not impaired ' 1 o T 79 [ 2 [ w2 [ 216
Usa impaired | o ["1ze | 12 | 4 [ 145
Mot delisted: no change in use status frem 2008 1o 2010
Usa not impated 342 247 338 275 1208
Use impalred 421 142 538 1 1220
1538 1538 1538 1539 162
Table J-6. Delisting status of jarge river Nt units.
Numiber of assessnient units
[ W | R | ALU [ PDWS [ Totals
Delistings
Lisg Is being met
New data 1] 1} 4] 1 1
Naw methadelogy: varies by use 1 10 5 1 18
Naw meihodology and new data ] 1] 2 G 2
New methodology: listing by use 2 4 g 20 H
Neaw methodology: llsting by use, methed, data ] 10 2 § 18
Flaw in onginal listing o] o G 1 1 a
TMIOL complaigd 1] O 1 g 1
New listings
New data 1 1 @ 0 2
New methodology 5] 5} a 4] J
Mew dataimethodology [H 1] { &) i)
Not delisted; change in use status from 2008 to 2010
Use not Impaired s | 2 [ o | o | 2z
Usa impaired [i 7 o | & | 7
Not delisted: no change in use status fiom 2008 ta 2010
Usa not mpaired 2 J 4 & 12
Use impared 32 4 15 3 54
g 32 £ 38 152
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Table J-7. Delisting status of Lake Efie nearshore assessmeant umnits,
Number of assessment units
HH | R | AU [ pOWS | Totals
Delistings
Use is being met
New data i} 1 0 0 0
Hew methodology: vanes by use 0 1] o] 8] 0
New methodology and new data 0 1] 0 0 g
Naw methodoiogy: listing by use 1] 1 £} 3 4
New methodology: listing by use, method. daia 6] 1] 0 0 0
Fiaw in original listing 1] g 0 0 0
THMDOL completed 1] 0 o 0 9]
New listings
New daia 0 0 5] 0 0
New methodelogy 0 a 4] 1] 0
Mew datalmethodolngy 0 a 0 0 0
Not delisted: change in use status from 2008 to 2010
Use not impaired 0 1] 5] o] 0
Uss impalired 0 1] 0 9] Q
Not delisted: no change In use status from 2008 to 2010
Usz nof impaired 0 1] o] 0 g
Use impalied 3 2 3 0 8
3 3 3 3 12

Waters Subject to Other Pollution Control Requirements Stringent Enough to Implement
any Water Quality Standards, 40 CFR 130.7(b)(1)(iii)

Under 40 C.F.R. 130.7(b)(1), States are not required to list WQLSs still requiring TMDLs where
effluent limitations required by the CWA, more stringent effluent limitations required by State or
local authority, or other pollution control requirements required by state, local, or federal
authority, are stringent enough to implement applicable water quality standards. The regulation
does not specify the time frame in which these various requirements must implement applicable
water quality standards to support a State’s decision not to list particular waters.

Monitoring should be scheduled for these waters to verify that the water quality standard is
attained as expected in a reasonable time frame. Where standards will not be attained through
implementation of the requirements listed in 40 C.F.R. 130.7(b)(1) in a reasonable time, it is
appropriate for the water to remain on the Section 303(d) list to ensure that implementation of
the required controls and progress towards compliance with applicable standards is tracked. If it
is determined that the water is, in fact, meeting applicable standards when the next Section
303(d) List 1s developed, it would be appropriate for the State to remove the water from the list at
that time.

Public Participation and Comments on Listing Decisions

The State’s public participation process for the 2010 Integrated Report has been extensive. In
July, 2009, a mailing was sent to all Level 3 qualified data collectors, including major NPDES
discharge permit holders, those who had formerly submitted data, and Level 3 for chemical,
biological and/or physical data. (Section D5.1 in the 2010 IR). On December 18, 2009, the State
continued its public participation by posting an announcement of its draft of the 2010 Integrated
Report available on its public website (Section D5.2 of the 2010 IR), including instructions for
printed copy requests. The formal comment period for the 2010 Integrated Report was from
December 18, 2009 to February 8, 2010. The Notice is included in the 2010 Integrated Report at
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Section D3.3. Public comments received and Ohio EPA’s responses are included in Section D.6;
responses to U.S. EPA comments are addressed or incorporated into the document.

During the public comment period the State received many comments, including those that
expressed concerns about several topics, including the increasing algae and nutrients in Lake
Erie and major tributary contributions to the increases, greater participation of watershed groups,
prioritization of drinking water areas, and the health of freshwater mussels for future analysis.
The State responded to all of the public comments and addressed its decisions to not consider
certain data, or list certain waterbodies on its 2010 Section 303(d) list. Some of the comments
resulted in changes to the text in the final 2010 Integrated Report. The State has adequately
addressed comments received and has demonstrated, to U.S. EPA’s satisfaction, good cause for
its listing decisions in the 2010 Section 303(d) list.

Priority Ranking and Targeting

U.S. EPA also reviewed the State's priority ranking of listed waters for TMDL development, and
concludes that the State properly took into account the severity of pollution and the uses to be
made of such waters, as well as other relevant factors such as status of recreation use, and the
status of aquatic life. For near shore watershed areas of Lake Erie the waterbodies were assigned
the same priority as the surrounding contiguous watersheds. Ohio defers to the U.S. EPA for
prioritization of open waters of Lake Erie and to ORSANCO for the Ohio River. These
waterbodies have low priority ranking for Ohio EPA initiated action, not indicating a low
priority related to other relevant factors.

For the remaining waters on Category 5 of the Integrated Report the State used a point system to
determine the priority ranking of the AUs. Ohio EPA developed a point system totaling a
maximum of 20 possible points (1 being the lowest priority and 20 being the highest priority,
including categories of assigned points and extra points). The points were distributed as follows,
and can be found in Section J2 and Table J-4 of the 2010 Integrated Report.

Table J-4, Priority points for Impaired assessment unlts.

# Assessment
Units
Foints Condition WAUs | LRAUs
Human Health Use impairment {fish tissue contaminants) (maximum of 3 points)
2 Listed as impairsd for Fish Contaminanis (Human Heatth Lse) | fo3 a3
o Addifional point in assessment units that have greater than 500 parts per ' 4 &
Eillion PCBs or mercury
Recreation Use impalrment (maximum of 6 paints)
1 Listad as impaired, with Bssessment unii seore' betwean 0 and 25 37 i
2 Listad as impaired. with assessment unit score' between 75.1 and 190 49 B
3 Listed as impairsd, with assessment unit score” between 25.1 and 50 108 ]
4 Listed &5 impaired, with assassment unil score’ between 50.1 and 76 144 3
+2 | Additional points if assessment unit cortains Class A waters it} 12
Aquatic Life Use impairment ( | 1 of 4 points)
1 Listed as impaired, with assessment unit scors' betwaen 0 and 25 260 4
2 Listed as impaired, with assessment unit score’ betwesn 75.1 and 100 102 4
3 Listed s impaiied. with assessment unit scors'’ betwasn 25,1 aid 50 135 2
4 Listerd a5 impaired, with assessment unit score' betwean 50 1 and 75 168 1
Public Drinking Water Use Impalrment {maximum of 7 paints)
5 Listed) as impaired for Pubhc Drinking Waler Uss for one indicator 4 2
+2Z Additional prints in assessmant units impalirad for second indicator 1} 1
1 Mol listed as impaired, but on walch fist, ona point for each indicatar an g |

The assessment unil score is reported on the sumimary shests in Section L.
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In addition, U.S. EPA reviewed the State's identification of WQLSs targeted for TMDL
development in the next two years, and concludes that the targeted waters are appropriate for
TMDL development in this time frame. Ohio considered various factors in developing both the
long term and short term schedule.

Ohio builds on programmatic strengths in monitoring, modeling, permitting, and nonpoint souice
incentives to develop an integrated approach to TMDLs that aligns program goals and resources
efficiently. Ohio also has an active stakeholder process for developing TMDLs. Ohio works on
collecting data through the five-year rotating basin plans. Ohio’s ALU data are valid for up to
ten years for evaluating assessment units, so each AU must be monitored at least once every ten
years. Each AU is assigned to one of the next two monitoring cycles using the following criteria:
Ohio EPA’s five-year Basin Monitoring Strategy; time since most recent assessment; distribution
of work effort among Ohio EPA district offices; priority ranking; and TMDL schedule. Ohio has
generated its long-term TMDL schedule based on the following criteria: local interest; funding;
and partnership potential. Some flexibility remains in long-term scheduling because it is difficult
to predict these variables.

Table J-10 in Section J of the 2010 Integrated Report is the short-term schedule for TMDL
Development and is hereby incorporated by reference.

Long term schedule

U.S. EPA has received Ohio's long-term schedule for TMDL development for all waters on the
State’s 2010 Integrated Report for Category 5 waters (Section L). As a policy matter, U.S. EPA
has requested that states provide such schedules.* Ohio has provided information for the long
term schedule in Section J4.2 of the 2010 IR. Ohio states that the five-year basin approach
provides the foundation for most monitoring, and aquatic life use monitoring data up to ten years
old are valid. However, resources are decreasing so cycling through the entire basin rotation
would take about 15 to 20 years at current resource levels. Therefore the AUs are assigned to
one of the three cycles based on the five-year basin approach, the time since last assessment,
workload distribution among OEPA district offices, priority ranking, and the TMDL schedule.
U.S. EPA is not taking any action to approve or disapprove this schedule pursuant to Section
303(d).

? See Memorandum from Robert Perciasepe, Assistant Administrator for Water, to Regional
Administrators and Regional Water Division Directors, "New Policies for Developing and
Implementing TMDLs", August 8, 1997.
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